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THE CONSEQUENCES OF AGE AT

FIRST CHILDBIRTH: FAMILY SIZE

Fapily size is important to the soc1al ind economic well-being of families.
The nuALer of children in a family can éreatly affect the adequacy of a famlly s
income. For this reasoa, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare considers
both family iecome and composition in its measure of‘poverty. In 1975, 8.2
percent of two-person' families fell at or below the poverty level compared to
13.5 percent of families with f%ve or more persons (Brown, 1976: Table 13).
Besides economic well-being, there is e&idence that children from large families
obtainllower IQ scores (Zajonc, 1976) and that a large proportion of children
in high-parity families werevnot'prenatally wanted’ (Weller, 1976; éestoff, 1976).
Finally, and probably intervening between family size and househq}d‘income and

~

poverty, there is ‘a well documented negative association between family size- -~
* »
and labor force participation amon&rwomen (Sweet,, 1968; Mason, 1975},, It\is ;
‘{,' 1 \
. N4
therefore important to establish the®effect which the age at which a young

woman has her first birfh can be expected to have on her later childbearing.
* H

\

an




.early age 138 associated with a high proportion of subsequent unwanted births.
Given evidence that the majority of-teenage first births are unplanned

(Zelnik and Kantner, l974; Presser; 1976), and that parous young women are
more likely to experience a pregnancy than are nulliparous women (Dempsey, 1970),

it seems that an early first pregnancy is likely to be followed by other births
N
in fairly rapid order, exceeding the preferences of the mother and resulting in

larger eventual tamily sizes.’ ! )
Most preyidus work‘that has approached this issue, both abroad. and in

the United States, has concentrated upon age*at/ﬁirst marriage. In those
developing countries in which intercourse typically occurs only after marriage,
a young age at a marriage is so regularly associated with higher fertility
(Kim, 1974), that a standard recommendation for lowering the birthqrates'i; .
such nations has been to raise the average at first marriage (e.g., Ehrlich
and Ehrlich, 1970). Analysis of the 1970 National Fertility Study data has
produced a-similar concl?sion for the United States, ''Probably the best
:single’predictorlof fertility uncovered in our study is age at marriage"
(Westoff, 1975). \ |

. However, given the increasing tendency for couples to postpone child-
bearing after marriage (U.S. Census Bureau, 1978) together with a reduction

'in the age at first intercourse in the United States, and an increase in the
2

incidence of premarital sexual expetience (Moore and Caldwell, 1977; Zelnik and

-~

Kantner, 1977), the association between age at marriage and eventual ferti-s

-

lity may be breaking down. Actually, age at first birth may have always been

14

the preferred fertility predictor. | ’ . ;I/”

Several studies that have looked at the impact of age at first birth on

later fertility have uncovered strong associations. Bonham and Placek (19755

14 -

report preliminary results from two large data sets that indicate a strong

-J
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LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT .

Presser (1971) has argued persuasively that the occurrence of iy/carly
first birth can have a critical impact on the size of a young woman's com-

pleted family.é

The impact of the mother role on participation in other

roles is greatest at the time of the first birth... When
nonfamilial role options to be shared with motherhood, and
Possibly wifehood, are limited to a few low status choices,
subsequent fertility -- wanted or unwanted, legitimate or
illegitimate -~ may*be easier to accept. Consequently,
motivation to effectively practice contraception and/or
abortion after an early unwanted first birth may be minimized.

The lack of exposure to alternate roles that is likely to hccur when a
teenager's'time and energy must be devoted to the continual care of en infent,
may well result in a life more <entered on motherhood than yould“have been |
the case i1f exposure to and experience with other>roles had taken place. 1In

addition, the reduction in education (Waite and Moore, 1978; Moore et al, 1978)

kY

suggests that Presser is probably correct that early Ghildbearers\have only a

few, rather icw status choices-~most likely fairly uninteresting and lob—paid
| \
jobs-~that present alternatives to further childbearing. ‘'Low educgtion has

“

been found to be associated with less adequate contraceptive effectiveness as

well (Michael, 1974).

‘Another reason to expect early childbearers to have larger completed

families may be found in,differential fecundity. ‘Utilization of contraception

\.
natural fecundity may be an important factor in selecting some girls into the

I
ranks” of motherhood in the first~place and then im’ repeating pregnancy at an -

among adolescents iﬂ/fo inadequate in general (Kantnar and Zelnick 1973) that , ]

above~average pace. Also, havin% begun childbearing at a xelatively early

age, a teenage mother has a longer exposure to tE? risk of childbearing.

«

’
Bauwbn and Udry (1973) report that reaching desired. completei parity ‘at an

. < S ' /
N :
. / ‘ - P ? 8 L - ETIN
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negative assoclation between age dt firsc birth and expected number of
- 4 .
births among ever-married mothers under age 45 (see Table 1).

TABLE 1

ACT OF MOTHER AT FIRST BIRTH BY [OTAL
3IRTHS EXPECTED PER 1,000 EVER-MARRIED
MOTHERS UNDER AGE 45

Births Expected Per 1,000 Ever Marrted Mothers

Age at National Natality Survey, National survev of Family
First Birth 1972 (N = 2,318) Growth, 1973 (N = 21.201)
! Under 138 years ....... 3,393 3,766
18-19 vears .......... 3,126 3,224 ;
_-\;
20-21 A 3,106 3,050
22-24 ... e 2,904 . 2,787
o ;¥
25-29 ....... e 2,354 . 2,494
304 ... D 2,937 b2, 144

Source: Bonham and Placek, 1975, Table 2; presented by
speqial permission of atithors
i ) 4

"y

.X\J — Y,

e

-~
P

: RQrstenberg's (1976) study of a sample of young, primarily black; premaritaliy

A .

pregnant mothers over a period of six years found'these teenage hffﬁers to’
, .

have comrsiderably more children in the five years fﬁilowing their\first birth

than: did a comparison sample of ‘their classmates.

~

.. Bumpass et al, (19?8) have also found that women bearing their”fiﬁst

- / ] .
child during the teen-years tend to have higher subsequent fertility, as do
-

AY

women whose first conéeption occurred premaritally. Effects were found to

>

. be strongest in the inverval‘following first bifth; but effects lingered into
- \l TN -

the fourth interval. Siﬁi%érly, Trussell and génken (1978)-report thét‘15

e years after their fitst birth, women whose first child was bori during their
— ' ‘ : ~ 1S

teen years have borne more children than women who initiated childbeariﬁg 7

- . - :‘ M ) ) . 4 ‘ .

during their twenties. S ‘ » ' SEEES A

ERIC S v L
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FIGURE 1

~ -
PERCENT OF ADOLESCENT MOTHERS AND

LLASSMATES PREGNANT, BY NUMBER OF
PREGNANCIES [ 1972
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I% any analysés of the association between age

at first birth and later

~,

fertility, it is of course critical to contrb%,foro;zctcrs previously found

to affect family size. Controls include socioeconopic background (Ryder and

Westoff, 1971; Westoff, et al., 1961; Whelpton, et al., 1966), education

(Bur=zau of the Census, 1975: Janowitz,.1976), race (Bureau of the Census, 1975),,
farm background (Westoff, et al., 1961; Whelpton and Kiser, 1946-1948, Whelpton,
et al., 1966); and the ﬂu?ber of respondent's 3iblings (Johnson and Stokes, 1976).

In analyses of the %ational.Longitudinal Survpy.(NLS) women at agé 24, ~7
. * ' > e N -
K the respondent's.age 1in 1968, the year of the'initial survey, is inc}uded ]s
—T 4 contrql fog a cohor\\fiféct._ This.«s nékesaary because of the steady decline
. R : -t

in fertility occd:fing during recent years{(ﬁaxeéu of the Lensus, 19755 Hudis, 1977;

N

~ L i |
7 ([ o _l . - e
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National Center for Health Srtatiatica, 1978, Analvaes emploving the Panel Stuady

ot Income Dynamics (PSTDY- women interviewed in the yvear 1976 inelude Vespon-
dents who vary greatly noage.  Consequent by, the respondent 's age in 1976
serves as o control tor both age cohort and @8 Lite cvele tape. vince only

older women can sately be avgued to have completed chlldbearing, in some
analyses we physically tivide che PSID ?i.lml)LtE-‘Ll_l(l) sub-samples accordihg to
the age ot the woman. Aond, ot course, measures obf age at tirst omarriage and
prumarttnl.pﬁvgnuncy will also be included. Although religion and religiosity
have traditiohally been tound to atfect tfamily size (Westotf, et al., 1961; -

Ryder and Westorr, 1971) no measures were included in the NLS surveyv., Mea-

. . s
sures are available tor PSID uanalyses, however.

Whether to include measures that control for the labor force gtatus or

- . . - . . N L -
the wife iy a difficult question. Plausible arguments can be made that fer-

tility attfects employment (such that women witﬁxmany children find working

P ~ ‘
difficult or undesirable), that employment affects rfertility (such that women

»

who want or expect to work reduce their fertility), that simultaneous caus-'
ality exists, and that the association is spurious and Rue to soﬁe other
common antecedent factor (Weller, 1977; Waite and Stolzenberg, 1976). Waite
and Stolzenberg (1976) havé reported that labor force participation plans
affect the number of children a woman plans to bear; but that childbearing

plans have only a small effect on labor force participation. plans. On the

v

‘ B ’
other hand, it has been found that current or completed fertility is a more
important predictor of prvoportion of married life spent iA the labor force.
than vice vVersa (Tickamyer and Smith-Lovin, 1978). There is no accepted

resolution of this mgtter; we assume that like most sqgiﬁl science issues,

LY
1 1 3

a great deal of research will probably find that the direction of c4usality =~ 7 |

.

varies' greatly among~different groups, for example, by birth cohort, social

-

L)



clasy, readson tor working, perhaps race and age, and gavbe even e tole tdeal s

"
ogy. o the abuence ot o detinitive Literature, we have declded to omit «ur -
tent and recent labor torce paativipat{on as oredictors ot tertitity.  Thia

tmpliva 1 conviction that tn oa sample ot voung mothers, the causal direction

is trom tertality to labor torce participation, and that among the older gen-

erdation ot PSID women, tertility had a stroonger ottect on rmplovoment than [aborv

.

torce participation had on tertilitv, "Our reasoning is that {n a sample ot

vouny, respondents all ot whom have children, it i4 the presence ol these ohil -

dren that atfects whether aod how much i woman w()r}u; fmediated, ot course,

|

by her attitudes about employment, child care \.\vuil..lbility, and husband's

attitudes). Among older women, labor torce participation was tairlv uncomnon

among mothers, and the presence and number ot children were strong Jeterminants

of emplovment. Theretore, labor torce participation is more likely to be an

. » “

eftect than a cause of family size. One variable in the PSID data set

measures whether a woman worked early in marriage. Since for most womerr this

veriod is temporally prior to family building, this measure of lator force

rarzicipation has been included in the PSID regressisns.

»
[\ K
-
. .
W
4 » ")
7 -
i
5
~
.
o . ' :
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Analyviaen were rundm'tvd{-m two natlonal loagttudinal Jdata aeta, the

Natlonal Longitudinal Survev o Young Women (NLS) and the Puanel Study ot

Income Dvoamics (PSID) . Both squrvevys were Ifnftfally tfelded tn 19658 and

In ecach case rc-:ipundc%\tra were Intog#vicewed mnuallvo WBile sfmflar (o thelr
Yocus on n!(‘::\nn(nl«f and cmplovment fasues, the two survevs sample quite di{tterent
populatfiona. Analvses reported hurg rely on fnterviews conducted between

Lge8 and 1972 for the NLS and between 1968 and 1976 tor the PSID.  Each

data set will be described In tum.

The National Longftudinal Survey of Young Women

The National Longitudinal Sugvey »f Young wWomen (NLS) is funded by the

U.S5. Department of Labor. to studyv fh? labor market cxﬁericnces ot contegpgrary
voung women. It is designed by the Centyr lor Huﬁan Resource Research of
Ohio State tniveésity and fielded by the U.S. Census Bureau; The initial
wave in 1968 sampled over 5000 young womg: between the ages of ib and 24.

Attempts to reinterview these young women were made annually from 1969

through 1975. Samble retention has.been very good. By 1572, the last year 7/

"considered here, 4625 respondents -- 90 percént of the original sample -- /j :

remained in the sﬁfvéy. Since the initial response rate was 94 percent,
data on nearly 85 percent of the sample that was initially drawn are availabl
‘\\— ' . D
for the current analysis. While these data are among the best availlable, .
sample attrition may have reduced the original representativeness, and some
caution in generalizing to the entire population {s necessary.
In order to produce statistically reliable estimates for black women,

households in(enumeracion districts known to be predominantly black were

selected at a,rate three times greater than the rate for white enumeration

12



- - . - S - ’ o N \
v . . \"‘r:"'. ) T l." ’ '~>/ ',, \. 4:\ ) \
) P districtsq In 1968, 3638 white women and. 1459 black women weré interviéwed
\ / . « , .
(Sixty—two young women of other.- races were interviewed but have been con-
lefhﬂfg siiyfntly excluded from th!&é analyses because of'theirsdiversity ) ‘
’ - ) sample weight was assigned to each individual case to correct for the fact

that different grpups of the population had different probabilities of

’/'/
g lection. The weights were computed so that the sum 6§\the weights would

\ -
s ? o B @

[ LB e )
. : lg\/;hg\sample size of 5159 Ty A

-
-

- The NLS data are espec1ally well-suited for a study of the consequences

‘of early childbearing because they follow young women through the teenage
and young adult years when fanily:building typically ‘takes place. For a -~
large proportion of the sample data on marriage and childbe%;ing are not
retrospective but are gathered as the events occur. Because extensive infor-
‘mation on the educational and work experience as well as the social and -
economic background of respondents was obtained, detailed comparisons can
be made between women who became mothershwhile téznagers and other young
6"7 women who postponed their childbearing{ Such extensive data are not fre-
quently available for so large or contemporary a sample.
. The Michigan Panel Study of Income Dynamics .

4 et . ) ’
The Panel Study of Income Dynamics was inaugurated in 1968 to.provide

information ‘on short run changes in the economiﬁrstatus of families and
individuals; To this end, approximately 5000 families have been interviewed

M annually through l978. Data obtained through 1976 are included in the

)

current analyses.

‘ Ve
The original sample consisted of a cross-section sample of dwelling
units within the continéntal United States‘plus‘a subsample of families

interviewed in 1967 by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Since 1968, the
sample.haspconsisted of all panel members‘living in families that were




, L N Kk . . N . ‘ xoc r' - ‘ . \
. . . ] V };/ . N I . E 4
- \ 1 - !
er\fie\?Qd 4 *
\ inﬁ the previous year plus newly-formed families that include any -

an
\\\zdult P™hey member who had moved out ‘of thi\zzlple,household SinQe 1968.

. d t ‘\
. The ad?"Soq of HEle-formed families has reésaited in an increased sample
I - h J '
size-d pite sample»attrition. \) 7 \ ’
N P : % : i
’ * ’ anﬁl losses were considerable (24 percent) in the§f1rst*year hut have

. ela
" . bee‘1 ré tively minor jin recent years. However, the cumulative response rate

in
in 1ud & initial and subsequent losses, is only 55 percent. The data were

ed \
weight 1“ 1972 to adjust both for different sampling fractions and- for

] -~

N

ent
differ r&tes of nonresponse. Since~that time, attrition has not been

gici®ntyy
suf great to warrant further adjustment, and the authors present

»

\\L'_
- idenc that estimateg made from PSID data correspond closely with estimates

//ﬂ obtain f’:Oln the Current Population Reports (Survey Research Center, 1976,
Vi 99-31 ’
// pp. 4 0. »{ ‘
: e
, | ™ PSID was explicitly initiated to provide the best possible measures)

of fesp dents family incomes, individual wages, and employment history.

colle
The ¥ measures are generally congidered to be superior to estimates from
-

re
the CUT ut Population Survey (Minarik, 1975), and tabular comparisoms oﬂ

4 t N
& . both da Sets show a high degree of congruence -on the weighted.distributions

R
st
of gost al'lda.rd demographic variables (Sawhill et al., 1975). Despite the
ane
reasgmr e that this provides, it seems extremely important to use caution

ral
in gene lzing from results to the entire United States population.,

. r
. Fo Fhe ‘years 1968 to 1375, all information is related to the head of

eh,
b the houﬁ 1d COnSequently, little information is available on married

womeﬂ’ $e they are not defined as heads. Fortunately, in 1976, wives were

also int rvIQWed, and detailed information on wives' labor force participation,
aQ Lo '

€?m117 b kgl‘ound, and earnings was obtained. In addition, wives sugplied

1N

. i . _ .
infofmac 03 On their age at marriage and age at }first -childbirth, data that

\ \ AU



=4

*\_' ‘ » : .

' cagnotvbeffﬁliabiy obtained frog some of the interviews held with the

- ~
-

husband, who_is defined as the head of ﬁhe househgld. S lj 

Alkhough initial plans called fof analyses on all women who turned 24,
/ - ’ . ' - It

' 30, 36 anH 42 during the course of the survey,-it soon became clear that a

4

far rlcher ané/more complege analysis could be done 1f emph331s were plaQsd
L i
on the sub set of wlves and female heads who were 1nterviewed in 1976. Woreover,

| the number of women availahle for ana}ysis}was nét"greatly diminished: 0f 2630 ~
wives and female heads aged 16‘£o 42 in 1968, ;56 (6 percent) were not }nter—
viewed in 1976. For the 2474 wives and\femaie heads in our sample whg were
interviewed, theré is a wealth of informatioh. The slight loss in sample size
,seems fa; outweighed/gy the addi£i0n31 info;mation available on these women and

their experiences.
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;KANALYTIC STRATEGIES AN
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. N . \
" The basic RypotResis being explored is that a young age at the birth of -

N . 4§

. a first child is directlyzassoc1ated with h1ghersub§equent fertility. 1In ‘ )

addltlon, the effect of a premarital birth and a young age atlflrst marriage

will also be explored, ‘ X : /}

lnitiallft the gross association between age at first birth and fer-'
tility will be examined, controlling only for respondent race and socioeconomic
status. Then the association between age at first childbirth and the pro-

portion having second and third births:will be presented for}PSID._
resPondents In addition, for PSID wonien proceedlng to different parities,

the mean interval between parlties will be reported.
L)

K4
Following exploration of simple associations we then proceed to multi-

variate analyses of fertility so that the effects of age at first birth, pre-
marital pregnancy, and age at first marriage, plus appropriate control variables,

can be evaluated simultaneously.

- ’ 1

An initial multivariate analysis will focus on . those NLS women who turn

h “r

24 during the years of the survey\\\Because this strategy ‘catches all the young
women at the same age, it partially controls for the enormous life cycle var=~
iation in the lives of young women who ranged in age between 14 afd 24 in the

first year of the survey. Looking at women at age 24 is, of course, not -an

~analysis of completed fertility. It is of clear 1nterest, nevertheless, as

'an indicator of family well-being among young,families.¥ Only those women who

turn 24 during the survey are studied, since only for these women is there .

sufficient information for a multivariate analysis.

'l. In related analyses, family size is included as a predictor of the
woman's labor force participation and as a determinant of economic well-being,
since the number of. dependents affects the adequacy of an income.

16
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A similar set of ;égreséions will then be reported for PSID respondents
who have ever had children by 1976. Since maﬁy'of these women in the PSID

. ) 4

90 percent of women age 35 héving;completed childbearing U:S. Census Bureau
19?8, Table 17)-- ;hese‘énal¥se%'more nearly)approximate a traditionai sthdy
of completed féﬁtility, In addition to gnaines of the entire PSID sample,
regressions for women aged 35 to 52 in 1976 héve been conducted separately
from analyées of women aged 22 to. 335. Because of ‘the importance of race
tohso many life outcomes, separate analyses will also Se reported for blacks

)

3 . d
and whites. A L ,

-y

[

sample are old\fnough to have completed their family building——approximatelyl

/
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© VARIABLES - | - N o
T ’ : . >y .

Measurement of Age at Firséjzirth o
) Neither the NLS nor the PSID contains a childbearing history for women.
e :

Conséquently it was necessary. to construct such a record for all respondents. ’

The procedure by which this was done for each data set will be described.

The National Longitudinai Survey of Ybung Women. To develop a measure of the
young:wo$an's age at first birth , the household record in 1968 was
searched for any. sons or daughters 'of the respondent. The age of the -oldest
" of the respondent's children was subtracted from the respénden;'s age in 1968
to yield age at first"birgh. Firstﬂbirths which occurred in subsequent sur-
vey years were identified by -searching the ho;sehold records of childless re-
‘spgndents.' Whe® a first birth was iﬁentified,—tAe respondént's age at the
laét interyiew wés_assigned as her‘age at first birth; Since exact bixth dates
are ﬁo; known for either the respondent or her childrfn and age is coded only

in fuyll yedrs for respondents and children over three, the measure of age at

EirsE_binth contains some error. Where some uncertainty existed our decision
rule erred by assignihg the older agé at first birth. °~ ‘ _ #

The .measure of age at first birth used here dées not include children
| ~
who were given up gor adoption shortlf after birth, who were étillborn, who
died in earl&'childhood, or tho;e-whé were'sent to live outside ghe respondent';

- hodsehold.l_ Own children of the respondent cannot be distinguished from

adopted children. We are, then, in effect, measuring the impact of thq hgefat

l. Although women who reported having children at one point but not at
age 18, 21, or 24, when family size measurements were made, were dropped from
the NLS sample, their numbers are of interest. Twenty-nine of 1,201 women who
reported a child at an earlier age no longer had that child living with them
at age 24. .Similarly 35 of 909 mothers shad "lost" a child by age 21, and 43

of 393 had “'lost" a child by age 18. We simply do not know what happened to
~ these children, '

~

18



4 N &~ a ’ 15 ' b

P
owos
;T . v

which a.young woman takes on the dutjies and reéponsibilitiég of mothéphoqd,(
Oor becomes a mother in a social sense. ' The vagggble used here/should be a fairly
. . e 2
\uhbiased.meaéu?e of sociological, if notlof,biological, motherhood.

Panel Study of Income Dynamics. The measure of age at f;rst birth %

' was* determined differently for wives and for female heads. For the 1701
women in thé sample who completed the survey for wives in 1976, the age of her _

~

oldest child as rebérted by the wife was subtracted from the @ife's age, No-
- (

éi@ilar information was available for female household heads; conseguently the
me;éure éf age at first birth for the 773 women who were household heads in
1976 was based on the householdbreéord. If a first birth occurred during the
survey years, the woman's age in the year of the birth was assigned. Other-
- wise, the household record for 1968 was searched for the age of the oldest
child and this aée was subtracted from ‘the woman's own age.: Since womed in

the sample in 1968 could have,béen as old as 42 in that year, it is'possible-u
that some.of their cﬁildrenlﬁo;ld have g;own upyénd left home. This, of
course, would result in an incorrect assignment of a%e at first birth, This
would only be a problem for heads "approximately 32 to 42 years of age in 1968--
38 percent'of the sample of fgmale household héads or 12 percent of the total
sample oﬁ,womenl However, the children most likely to be missed are those
born to the youngest mothers, since they are most likely to have grown up and
left home before their mothers turned 40, Because of thlS problem analyses are done
not jusf fér all women but separately for women¥nder age 35 and aée 35 or
oider: analyses on ?ounger womesbshould not be affected by this preblem. \\\\\

Analyses. on wived- are also/dgaffected. ®

Com;%rlson of Age at First Birth Distrlbutions with Current Population Reports

\QXTéble 2 presents the weighted proportions of women in tie NLS and PSID
samples in several age-at-first-birth categorles. These distributions qan

be coﬁpared with distributions calculated from data from the 1971 and 1975

1 G
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Current Population Reports for first bir£ﬁ§\ghat occurred after the year 1960.

a

The distributions are strikinglyisimilaRi;glthoﬁéh Eé;h the NLS and PSID saq4

ples have'a higher proportion of births among women aﬁ.'lder ages. The high-
A

est proportion occurs among*??e total PSID sample, which, as noted above, is

~

probably elevated By the loss of some early births among older family he§ds. A
T 5 ¢ X

The young women in the NLS and in the young women PSID sub-sample have few
. P

P

{ .
first births that occurred as early as 1960. Since the ypunger the sample,

\ .

\ 4 .
¥ the more likely the women would have participated in the trend toward delayed

\\_ . 1 . .
chB@dbirth (Bureau of the Census, 1978), it seems likely that some of the dif- -

ference represents true societal changes over time. While the overall corres-
pondence of the NLS and PSID data with Census Burgau data is most encouraging,
it should be kept in mind that some inaccuracy due to coding and missing in-

formation was unavoidable.” As g&:éys, our results should be considered within

the context of the findings of other researchers, as well as that of the researcher's

expectations.

Tabte 2: The Distribution of Women by their Age
at First Birth, 1971 and 1975 Current
Population ‘Survey (First Births Occurring
After 1960), National Longitudinal Survey
.and Panel Study of Income Dynamics

1'\»

Age at Firs® Birth 1971 CPS 1975 CPS NLS PSID
: at age 24 Total 35

<17, ’ .128 .129 .113 112 .113
187 .095 .092 .095 .062 .071
19420 ~ .259 .248 .186 .214 .212
»21 \ .518 .530 .607 .633 .605

e

20
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Other Variables ¢ : -
L= ’ . | | o / |
‘’Because the age of the‘feséépdent at‘er first birth and first marriage

’ 1
must be obtaiﬂé; from household record data, there. is

some unavoidable inac-
/ . o

A . . A >
. 5 . . . wd?, »
curacy inherent in the construction of the variable that measures prégarital

ib pregnancy. First births that occur in the same year as fifst marriages are
coded "ambiguous,'" since it is unclear whether or not conception preceded the
- I . N

marriage. .

Other variables used in the analysesfare defined in the Appendix. Means,*

&\§i£32iird deviations, and variable defiipfions arpe réborted in Appendix Table 1

for NLS respondents. PSID statistics are presented in Appendix Table 2.

' J, |

> i
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-
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- The Simple Association Between Age at Firsf Birth and Family Size ,

RESULTS

-  F . .
\
i > )

. . -
~. . M
w

— 4

Table 3 presents’data on the mean number of children that NLS respondents
§ . . .

: $ : W
have at ages 18, 21, and 24, depéndingYon the woman's age at the birth of her

first child, for the tJ:;l sample andS by Yace and socioeconomic status. The

. association betwegn age at first birgh ahd lategggamily size%is strong and

' . [

monotagic; there are no exceptions to the trend among any of the sub-groups.

LN

Also, blacks and respondents from fﬁwer status family backgrounds seem to

have larger family sizes; these tendencies conform to results of other re-

' searchers (Bumpass, 1969; Rindfuss, 1975). ;ﬁ

-

Tablé 4 presents similar results for PSID women, first for the total
sample and then separately for younger and for older women, the latter group being
ﬁhe only group iikely to have completed childbearing. However, the association be-
tween age at fifst birth and number of children is strong <mong both age groups.
Moreover, the association is again strong among all of the sub-groups stratified
on race and socioe;onomic background. OQverall, amqgg women aged 35 to 52, the

youngest mothers average three children more than mothers who began family

‘building after age 23. The association appears to be stronger among white

mothers, but small sample sizes undermine this comparison; we will consider -

this question again later.

Table 5 reports the mean number of children by 18, 21, and 24 among. NLS -
respondents by the timing of the fir§t-birth relative to the first marriage.
These data suggest that the largest difference in later fertility is between

those conceiving premaritally (and thus having either premarital or ambigu-

ously-timed first births) and those having clearly post-marital first births.

!
4

This trend becomes most pronounced at age 24. /
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+Table 3?' Number of Childréen by Ages’lB,HZl,'hqd 24 by Respondent's Age at  «
' First Birth, by Race, and by Socioeconomic Background ES).. ’
‘ National L itudihal Surve ‘
§ ( angit ‘ y) “~
\ : « ;
: -
' Ag.'ét Respondent Number of Children...
ac Firstc Birch . a2t age 18 . at age 21 at m
ALL RACES L oA ;
<15 @ L6 (51) — 2.6 (34) 3.0 (48)
16=17 3 “ 1.1 (2:3) 1.8 (163) - - 2.6 (167)
18 ol (17%) C 2.1 (179)
13=20 1.1 (353) “Y.8 (351)
21-23 .2 (396)
ALL WHITES
<15 1%5 (22) 2.2 (19) 2.8 (32)
16~17 1.0 (157 1.8 (119) . 2.5 (131)
. 18 l.4 (150) 2.1 (156)
. 19=20 1.1 (301) 1.8 (310)
21-23 1.2 (362)
Low SES - . /
<15 1.7 (10) 2.4 eI 3.1 < (10)
16=17 1.0 (42) 2.0 GIy= 2.6 (57)
18 1.6 (39 2.2 (42)
19-20 1.1 (7)) 1.7 (80) :
21-23 1.4 (67)
Mediun/High SES
<15 .l (10) 2.3 N¢)) 2.5 (14)
15=17 1.0 (96) 1.7 (66) 2.4 (62) -
18 1.3 (94) 2.0 (94)
19-20 1.1 (196) 1.8 (200)
21-71 1.1 (261)
ALL BLACKS
<1 1.6 (29) 3.0 (16) 3.6 (16)
16-17 1.1 (57 2.0 (43) 2.9 (36)
18 1.6 (24) 2.5 (23)
19-20 o 1.2 (53) 1.9 (41)
21-23 .2 (34)
Low SES
<15 1.8 (14) 3.1 (N 3.3 (8)
16=17 1.0 (22) 2.1 (20) . 2.8 (21)
18 1.6 (12) 2.6 (13)
19-20 1.2 (23 2.0 (19)
21-23 1.3 (14)
Medium/High SES .
<15 1.8 (6) ~ (3) = (3)
16-17 1.1 .(16) 1.3 (9) 2.5 (8)
18 1.8 (8) 2.3 (8)
19-20 1.2 (20) 1.8 (14)
21-23 1.2 {13)
YWe: n <SS
-t n-=0
SES sessured aes the zaan of four variibles——occupatiom of head of houeshold, mocher’s

N's

in parentheses.

educacion, facther’s educacion, and presence of rending macerials in the home of origin.
Variables vere scandardized co have a masn of 10 and a szandard deviaciom of 3.
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) ?ablc 41 Mean Number of Childrén by Age at First Birth,
- ' \ ) Race, Parentul Socio-Economic Background (PSES)

and Age of Woman {n 19762 (Panel Study of Income Dynamics)

—~— -

: \Qﬁil Wpmen 22-52 in 1976 Women 22-34 in 1976 Women 35-52 in 1976
Age of Respoudent N
at First Birth

-

ALL” RACES /
) = 15 4.2 (37 3.1 (18) 5.3 (19)
¢ 16-17 4.5 (268) 2.8 (103) 5.5 (164)
18 3.3 (168) 2.5 (17 4,0 (91)
19-20 3.2 (529) 2.4 (229) 3.9 (300)
21-23 2.9 (585) 2.1 (221) “3.4 (363)
> 24 2.3 (655) 1.6 (153) 2.5 (502)
- ALL WHITES
=< 15 4.2 (26) 2.9 (16) 5.9 (10)
16-17 4.6 (219) 2.6 (76) 5.6 (144)
18 , 3.2 (137) 2.4 (62) 3.9 (75)
19-20 3.2 (460) 2.4 (197) 3.8 (263)
21-23 2.9 (545) 2.1 (206) 3.3 (338)
> 24 2.3 (516) 1.6 (l46) 2.6 (370)
- - »
Low SES .
A .
15 5.1 (M) --  (4) -- (3}
16-17 3.5 (47) 2.8 (23) 4.3 (26)
18 3.5 (%0) 3.1 (15) 3.7 (25)
19-20 3.8 (113) 3.0 (35) 4.2 (82)
21-23 3.3 (141) 2.3 (26) 3.5 (115)
> 24 2.6 (124) o 1.6 (19) 2.6. (108)
, Medium/High PSES
< 15 3.4 (15) 2.7 (10) 4.6 (6)
16-17 4.9 (166) 2.4 (49) 5.9 (L16)
18 3.1 (91) 2.2 (45) S6.1 (46)
19-20 3.0 (326) 2.3 (158) 3.7 (167)
21-23 2.7 (393) 2.1 (179) 3.2 (214)
> 24 2.3 {380) 1.6 (l24) 2.6 (256)
ALL BLACKS -
< 15 4.3 (13) 3.6 (4) 4.6 (9)
16-17 4.0 (49) 3.3 (29) 5.1 (20)
18 3.7 (32) 2.7 Qs) 4.6 (17)
19-20 : 3.2 (69) 2.2 (32) 4.0 3N
"21-23 3.2 (40) 1.8 (15) 4.0 (25)
= 26 ‘ 2.2 (139) 1.3 (1) 2.2 (132)
Low SES \-
= 15 4.0 (N - (D) . -= (5)
16-17 4.0 (25) 3.6 (13) 4.4 (13)
18 3.7 19) 2.6 (8) 4.5 (11)
19-20 3.7 @271 2.1 (10) 4.7 (16)
21-23 3.2 (19) : 1.7 (6) 4.0 (13)
> 24 2.6 (20) . == (&) 2.9 (16)
Medium/High SES (
=15 - () -- () -- (3)
16-17 4.1 (23) ‘ 3.0 (16) ) 6.5 (7)
18 . 3.7 (11). 2.8 (6) , - (5
19-20 2.8 (35) ) 2.2 (17) “ 3.6 (19)
21-23 2.9 (1%5) 1.7 (6) 3.7 (9)
Q > 24 . 2.1 (116) -=  (2) 2.1 (114)
(& ‘ ' .
Tétal Cases = 2242 : 24 )

mah i ow d ememid 2L ... 2 £ v . - -

A N'« in naveanthcene s



Table 5:
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Number of Children by Ages 18, 21, and 24
by Age at First Birth Relative to Age at
First Marriage, by Race, and by Soc'ioeco-
nomic Background (SES) (Weighted)

Age at First Birch . Numper of Children by...
Relative to ARe at
Tirst Marridge ...Age 13 ...Age 21 ...Are 24
ALL RACSS . .
Premarital 1.2 . (8% 1.6 (129) 2.3 (163)
Ambiguous 1.1 (98) 1.5 (274) 2.1 (403)
Post-marital 1.1 . (78) 1.3 (308) | 1.5 (570)
ALL WHITES o
Premarical 1.2 27 1.3 (64) g.l‘ (97)
Aabizuous 1.1 (80) 1.4 (233) 2.0 (:364)
Post-cariczal JL-1 (70) 1.3 (282) 1.5 (330)
» \ ‘
Low SES
Premaritdl 1.5 (3) 1.3 (13) 2.2 C (3D
Ambiguous 1.1 (22) 1.7 (33) 2.2 (109)
Fost-marital 1.1 (22) 1.3 (30) 1.7 (119)
“edium & High SES
Premarital 1.0 (18) 1,3 “(39) 2.1 (Z4)
Ambiguous 1.1 (33) 1.3 (138) 1.9 (217)
Post-marical 1.1 (36) 1.2 (159) 1.4 (338)
ALL 3LACXS
Premarital { 1.3 (39 1.9 (63) 2.5 (586)
Ambiguous 1.4 (13) 1.6 (&) 2.3 (41)
Post-marital 1.4 (7 1.3 (27) 1.3 (40)
. >
Low SES
Premarital 1.3 (24) 2.0 (29) 2.5 (34)
Azbiguous 1.3 (10) 1.7 (19) 2.5 (20)
Post-marital - (3 1.3 (13 1.9 (17)
fadium & Hizn SES
Tremarital- 1:2 (16) 1.6 (18) 2.2 (17)
Ambiguous 1.5 (5) 1.5 (15) 2.1 (13)
ost-marital v (D 1.2 ) 1.3 (14)
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é Tables 6 and 7 focus on the fertility of PSID women from a slighf)y JQE-

ferent perspective., In Table 6, the proportion of mothers who have second and

L
!"’third births is reported according to the woman's age when she bore her first

child. As one would expect from the tables already presented, women who become
mothers at a young age are considerablyFmore likely to have additional chil-

dren. In fact, among those women who bore their first child while 15 or younger,

-~

nearly all had a second birth and the overwhelming majority went on to have

a third child as well. (Regrettably, coding ‘problems preclude studf of the

-

Table 6: Percent of Respondents Having at Least One Child
Who Have a Second or Third Live Birth, by Age
At First Birth and Race (Panel Study of Income o
Dynamics) : &\ﬂj
i

Age at First ) Percent Who Have a Second Birth
> Birth All Women Whites Blacks
<15 93% (71) 100% (21) 90% (50)
16-17 ) 33 (233) 95 (118) 92 (115)
18 91 (175) 92 (103) 90 (72)
19-20 89 (438) 50 (313) 87 (125)
21-23 86 (460) 87 (353) 80 (107)
224 67 (246 66 (203) - 70 (43)
Percent Who Have a Third Birth
All Women Whites Blacks
<15 83% (71) 90% (21) 80% (50)
16-17 71 (233) . 64 (118) 79 (115)
18 71 (175) 68 (103) 76  (72)
o 19-20 63 (438) 63 (313) 63 (125)
B 21-23 52  (460) 49 (353) 63 (107)
: 224 35 (246) 33 (203) 42 (43)

24
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fourth parity.) Among mothers who delayed.their first birth until at least.
age 24, aboutTtWo—thirds went on to have a second birth and only a third had
a third birth. This suggests that the current trend toward delay of the first
bir;ﬁ/into the late twenties among many American women (U.S. Bureau of the

Census, 1978) may have a substantial impact on- completed family size. More (

. g
pertinent to the question of the effects of teenage motherhood, these data .

_ <
make it clear that it is not just a few young mothers who g0 on to have at

least moderate sized families, but the majority of young mothers Yho have at

least three children. Again, the trend is monotonic and virtually without

\} 3

exception.

The string of tables indicating a stroug association between fertility
and aée at first childbirth is’interrupted by Table 7. 1In this,adelysis of"
childbearing, age at first hirth h#® no effect.

'lable 7 reports the mean number of years'between births for those women
who have had (in the top half of the table) a first and a second child and
(in \he bottom half of the table) those who have had a second and a third
birth. These numbers are. crude, since they could only be produced by sub-
tracting the age of’each child from the age of the mother. However, the

interval lengths and race differences¥found with these data correspond to those

found' in CeususbBureau tahulations (U.S. Bureau of the'Census, 1978). Moreover,

 our results correspond to results obtained from the 1970 National Fertility

Study (Bumpass et al., 1978), although their data include both open and closed
intervals, while Table 7 is based only on intervals closed by a live birth.
In short, the.data in Table 7 suggest thag age at first childbirth has no

effect on childspacing. Women who proceedpfrom‘one parity to the next seem to

have that subsequent birth two to three years aftex the previous birth, re-

- gardless of the woman's age at first childbirth. Perhaps'this.reflects_a

)
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Table 7: Mean Years Between Births Among

«  Women Proceeding to the Next
‘ Parity by Age at Firs& Birth and
" Race (Panel Study of Income _j
Dynamics) -
\
A Age at First : o~ ‘
Birth All Women . Whites Blacks
’ . Years BetWeeH)First and Second Births
<15 . 2.62 (66) 2.37 (21) 2.48 (45)
16-17 _ 2,93 (217) 3.45 (112) : 2.29 (105)
18 - 2,63 (160) 2,56 (95) ‘ . 3.20 (65)
19-20 2.72 (391) . 2.87 (282) 1.94 (109)
21-23 . 2,77 (394y. 2.85 (308) 1.99 (86)
224 ] 2.60 (164) 2.59 (138) 2.36 (30)
' , ] Years Between Second and Third Births
<15 2,90 (59) : 5“.32 (19) 2.19 (40)
16-17 2.71 (166) . 2.85 (75) 1.60 (91)
18 S : 3.01 (125) 3.59 (70) ~2.81 (55)
19-20 2.93 (276) - 3.15 (197) 1.79 (79)
@ . 21-23 \ 2.96 (241) - 3.20 (174) ' £.23 (67)
24 - - 2,37 (86) ()  2.49 (68) 1.59 (18)
- e .

rd :
societal norm that g¢hildren should be sufficiently close together to be play-

£ N , . &
mates. If, so, a téﬁnage mother mighqhapt wish to delay a\%nbsequent birth any
o : . N g . ..
more .than any other mother. And an older mother)gtégt want a repeat pregnancy-

L —
-

- about as'soon as a young mother. If this is the case, sociletal program&
i > ~ N

directed at delay of the second birth may meet resistance on the part of

Y .

. i |
young mothers who do not wish to delay family building even if they have not
completed high school. In effect, delay of the second birth might'requiré

: R : R
delay of the first. Clearly we need to know mo¥e about the motivations under-

.

/) lying fhe childbeariﬁg of teénage mothers. Even though a first pregnancy may
have been unintended, the éecbnd_birth may beEyery intentional.

The critical difference appears to lie in the tendency of teenage mothgrs

L
~
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to continue on to higher parities.l‘ Consaquently, even if their childspacing

. intervals approximate those of older women at the same parity, early child-

‘bearers appedr to end up with éubstantially larger families. However, we have

thus far not controlled for other factors that influence fertility behavior.

- Do teenége mothers Seem to have larger families even when social ‘and demographic

"
factors are controlled?

1. Other researchers use the term '"pace of 'ghildbearing" (Bumpass et al., 1978
Trussell and Menken, 1978) to describe the proportion of women who have a birth
within a specified duration after the last birth. They find that teenage
mothers have-more births during an interval than older mothers. Our results,
though not duration-specific, also show higher proportions of teenage mothers .
proceeding to higher parities., It is mot clear that ''pace" is the word to
describe this tendency, though, since neither our results nor those of Bumpass
et al., (1978, Table 2) show substantive differences’'in gean interval length by
age at first birth among women proceeding to each parity¥. It would be useful
for policy purposes to have other researchers with more accurate data on the
timing of fertility to evaluate interval length by age at first birth among
only those women who proceed to a particular parity.

b

23
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The Association Between Age at First Birth and Family Size Controllingﬁfor
Other Factors

~

In Tables 8-11 the initial association‘betﬁeen family size and age at
first childbirth is tested in multiplg regression models including important
control variables. In analysis of both the NLS and PSID women, the importance
and statistical significance of age at first birth are retained even witb the
cont¥dls. For exaﬁﬁi%, in Tablé 8, it candgg seen that respondents having
a first Eirth et age 15 or younger have an average of 1.25 more children by |
age 24" than w&ﬁen whose first child was bor:)when they were age 21 to 23.

The impact of age at first childbirth is far greater than the effect of.age
at first marriage. Of course, we do not know how many children these women
will end up with when they are done having children, which makes it imporﬁant
to look at the PSIDfanalyses shown in Tables 9 and 10.

In Table 9, four regressions were run on the same sample of PSID women,

once without aée at first birth or age at first marriage, once with both var;

- “iables, once with age at marriage only, and once with age at first birth only.

»

Thése results confirm the NLS analysis in several wayé. rst, ig is clear

that age at first childbirth is alpritical determinant family size. More-
over, it again appears to be age at first birth rather thén age at first mar-
riage that is the critical factor.” Further, in the PSID sample that includes

older women, the size of the "Age at First Birth" coefficients is even larger

. e W .
than in the NLS regression. For example, NLS women whose first child was born

when they were 15 or younger had 1.25 more childﬁfn on the average than women
who delayed until they were age 21 to 23. PSID women 15 or younger at first
childbirth had apprdximately two children mgﬁéythanﬂwomen,who delayed until

~ . _
they were 21 to 23. This conclusion is strengthened by the data presented
i /

A

in Table 10.
7 SRR ‘ a
In Table 10, PSID woégq are divided according to their current age at the

U
3.
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Table 8: Partial Regression Coefficients (Sfandnrdized
~“and Unstandardized) Relating the Numbar of Children
at Age 24 on Age at First Birth, Age at First Mar-
riage and Controls for Respondent Background- Mothers

Only (Natiomal Longitudinal Survey)

Independent Variables : b's Betas
Age at first birth (dummy variables)
415 1.25 »xk L27 kxk
16-17 98 Nk .38 ek
18 .57 kxk .22 Rk
19-20 ' .36 Fxk .18 whk
21-23 \/ . a a'
Age at first marriage
<15 - | .38 S Lo7
16-17 .21 .09
18 .37 dexk ‘ 16 vRx
19-20 .19 %% .10 **
21-23 : _ : a a
Parental socio-economic status .01 .03
Farm background at 14 (1 = .yes) .07 o . .03
N T
" Education (years completed) at age 24 -.08 *x%k - 16k
Number of siblings : .02% .05%
" Premarital or ambiguous timing of first , . . o v - ‘
pregnancy relative to marriag@®®l = yes) //)“17“*# oo T L .09 Rx
Ever-divorced or separated by 24 | ' -.13 - =05 . i
| . . AT ]7 ‘
Age in 1968 ' ‘ _ .05 **x .07 **
Soufhern residence (1 = yes) -.17 %% -.09 **x )
. o~ » .
. Race (1 = white) ~.32 %%k ; -.12 %
- »
Constant , ¢ 1.71
R? 418
F 36.89
N 889.
* p <.05
¥ p <.01
%% p <,001
m

a = omitted category
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Partial Regression Coefficients (Standardized and Unstandardized)
of Number of Children on Family Background, With and Without Age
at First Birth and Age at First Marriage (Panel Study of Income
Dynamics) Mothers Only

*

*
Without Aa at Vith Age ac First Wich Age ac With Aga at First
Firsc Birth or Aga at Marriaga Only Firse Bircch Blrcth and with Aga
Indapendent Variablas Firsc Marrisga Caly AC Firsc Macriace
i b beta N b bata b , bata b bata
N, .
AiJ at Firsc Birth - -
<15 - - - 2.54Bwwe 185 wrkew 2.829%%w L 205 Aww
“16-17 - - - 2,296 A2 wrew 2.448%ww LLS2nww
18 - - - - 1.3774we L2074ww 1,494 0w L2254 %ww
19-20 - - - 1.215%we 294 %rwrw 1.292%ww L312www
21-23 - - - - .803aww .201eww " B34an C209%wn
. 224 - - - - [ . a .
Aga ac Marriagas ‘
a3 - - 1.670%e A57ewe - - < .41 -. 064
16-17 - - 1.509wen  _3iltww - - - .092 -.021
18 - - 1.042%ww L 210%ww - - - .028 -.006
19-20 - - L 16hwaw L1934ew - - - .036 -.009
21-23 - - Llawen 102ew - - - .100 .028
26 - .- . . - . e
Religiostcy
(1 = grascssc .
4 = laast) -.022 -.016 - .043 -.030 - .04k -.031 -.064 -.031
Raca (1 = vhits) -.218 -.048 «.331ww -.068%% -.278w =037+ -3 -. 048
Religton (1 = Cacholic) .681wwe By _701wwe 179w 1 560%aw L 143wwe . S4 0w L 138wwe
» .
First Birth Pr-u&nl ».007 -.001 .603%we .082%we  -.I77* -.051~ - 463% -.063%
Parancal Soclo- ¥ .
|, Economic Status -.013 -.016 -.010 . -.012 .004 -.008 -.008 ..006
T f i i ' i "’1" ( v [
. farm Background - . .016
h (1 = farm) .083 -.,020 .060 .014 .067 016 069
thern 3 round - .. i
wr 50'21 -':“::‘)‘l ) . 417Www . 111%ew - 473w -, 1260w AT ) - 116www L16%ww 11
’ \ . e Quaen 096w LOT1xww 097 xen
? fmber of #iblings 048w L06sww .085ww .073 .07 096
» ) rivir .382%en
. Aga Lo 19* L06Twew .283mew J78%aw L330%ww 090wws <3820ww 091 382
: 1
) Zducaction: < 12 years 1.220%=s LAl 637w 1750w 417w .106waw .ﬁ:9*" c114wwe
« 12 years 18 .034 -.039 -.o011 ) 088 -.024 -.081 - 0 -.023
» 12 years . a a . a . a s’ - .
e riaee (15 ’ - .o11 .09 .a08
aarrisge (1 = yse) - .239e - L06kwe -.116- .030 .062
4
- - 1.346
~snstant \\\ 389 - .62 1.283
% 48,861
r 47.651 ﬂ2-§:; 59-3:5 "382
a 258 : . 1638
- ‘ 1658 o 1658 1638
*ep<« .08
h ™ ep< .01
e o-p <« 001

-a = omitced catagory
- @ omitted from vegression

o . \
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time of the 1976 Lnterview.; The coefficients for the younger women are $im-
ilar to those for the young NLS women, wﬂ?ic the coefficients for the older
women are considerably larger. Women 35 to 52 who bore their first child at
agé 15 or younger have families that are larger by more than two children, on
the average, compared to women who delayéq gbildbearing until age 21 to 23.
Combéred to)women who delayed to age 24 or later, families of the youngest.
mothers are larger by more than three children, even after numerous other

|
factors are controlled. It certainly does not appear that early child%earers
simply acquire an early lead that they subsequently lose as later-bearing
women complete their families.

Not only are the magnitudes of the 'Age at First Birth'" coefficients
large, but the variable makes a substantial contribution to the variance
explained (see Table 9). When added to the basic equation (without age at
first birth or age at first marriage) that age at first birth variable in-

creases the Rz by .122 (from .258 to .380), which represents nearly a fifty

percent improvement in the variance explained by the equation. In comparison,

-,

the "Age at Marriage'' variable, even when added alone, produces an improvement
of only .051 in the Rz, a 20 percent improvement. When "Age at First Birth"
is already in the equation, the addition of '"'Age at Marriage'" adds essentially

nothing to the R2,_nor are the ¢oefficients for '"'Age af\ﬁ;rriage” statistically

significant.

/
In Table 11, the association between age at first childbirth and late

family size is examined separately for blacks and whites. It appears from
this -analysis that an early birth has less impact on the family size of black
women. This is not because of less variation in family size among blacks

(Blécks: mean number of children = 2.98; standafa/&eviation = 1,94. Whites:

mean = 3,04; standard deviation = 1.72).
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Table 10: Partial Regression Coefficients (Standardized and Unstandardized) of
Number of Children on Family Background, Demographic Characteristicu,

and Age at Flrst Birth, for Women 22-34 and 35-52 (Panel Study of

Income Dynamics)

Respondents Aged 22-34 Respgndents Aged- 35-52
» 1} -
Independent Variables b beta b beta
Age at First Birth - .
115 1.540%%» AL LA J.110%#*% ,186%%
16-17 : 1.140%n* 355K 2.681%nn RATLLL
8 9394 L25nAn 1.573%%n 203K
19-20 865 AR L3654 1.275%%% ¢ 273 kmx
21-23 .618%%x L258%n% .818%%x% .18B8%%wx»
>24 ‘ a a a a
Religiosity (1 = Greatest, 4 = Least) - .021 - .024 - .052 - .034
Race (1 = White) ~ 249 - .078 ~".369* - 072
Religion (1 = catholic) .122 .048 .658%%n L160%%n
First Birth Premarital ® 4 -06% - .018 - .387 - .039
Parental Socioeconomic Status - .013 - .028 ' - .006 ‘ - .007
Y ‘
Farm Background (1 = Fara) ' .062 .023 5 095
¢ . '
Southern Background (1 = South) - .209% - .092% - sBguun
Number of Siblings .024 ’ .050 L073%%
Age in 1976 - . 128%n% . 358%* ’ L061*%%  .1a9wws
Education
i
<12 years .3238= .126* - .336 .082
=12 years - .062 - .029 e - .089 ~ .023
>12 years a a { a a
Employed Early in Marriage (1 = Yes) - .115 - .050 - .091 - .022
Constant - 1.820 .129
Fz 14.100 30.44
R .258 . .337
N 619. 1,036.
* = p< .05
"l = p < .01 -
ARR = p{( .001
a = omitted category
v
¥
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Table Ll : Parctal Regrasaion Coelficlents (Standardized and Unstandardized) of Number
of Children on Family Background, Demographic Character{stics, and Age at Flrsc
Birth, by Race (Panel Study of Income Dynamics)

i Blacks Whites
Independent Variables b beca b beta
Age at First Birth
115 \\ 1.811*» 179 2.712%%% L1760n%
16=-17 : 1.763%%% R L LA 2.351nnn VST Lo
18 ‘ 1.589#%#* EYLLL 1.276%%* 1928w
19-20 L9264 192 1.208%*» 301 wnn
21-23 .828 .137 L755%%% DS ELLL
. >24 a a a a
[
Religiosity (1 = Greatest, 4 = Least) - .139 - .076 - ,041 - .030
Raligion (1 = Catholic) ) .038 .004 L.536%nn BULLLL
Firsc BI%h Premarital - .165 - .03 - .39 - .042
Parental Sociceconomic Status .019 .018 - .004 - .006
Farm Background (1 = Farm) { 451 .090 - .034 - .008
Southern Background (1 = South) _ - .18 - .039 = L46LARN - 115wea
Number of Siblings .055 .063 .079‘** L1023 wnk
Age in 1976 L1028n% JI57ARR L0B9AnR T WAL L
Education
<12 years 472 .113 L3540 . 091 %
=12 years - .122 - .031 - .059 - .017
>12 years a B a a
Employed Early in Marriage (1 = Yes) - 813 - .188% .11} .032
Constant - 1.170 - 1.513#
. F, 7.880 47.580
R — .381 2394
N S 222. 1,436,
* = p < .05
** = p < 0L

*wh = p < 001

a1 = omitted category \
¢

// e 35 \

¢ -



As {n the case of education (Moore et al., 1978), an early birth simply seems t
have a ﬂqungut‘ fmpact on the litfe of the young white mother than {t does on
the young black mother. Nevertheless, although the coeftficients are smaller
for black mothers than for white mothers, the age at first childbirth var-
fable {3 an important predictor of ultlm#te family size among both groups. The
only other predictors of family size that approach age at first birth in mag-
nitude among black women are being employed in the early years Bf marriage and
age cohort. The effect of the woman's age is particularly dramaticr each
decade of ége difference being associated with a family size difference of
one child. This diffegence in part reflects incomplete families among younger women
of course, but it presumably also reflects the recent secular decline in fer-
tility. The measure of employment early in marriage is intriguing because
the significance of this variable disappeared for all other sub-groups when
age at first birth was includéd in the regression. Since 72 percent of the
black women in our sample did work early in marriage, those who were not em-
ployed appear to be an interesting higé fertility sub-group worthy of further

analysis. »
S ~
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The Impact of Other Varfables

Althdugh the list of variables in our analyses 1ls not a long one, the
variance explained is substantial, running {n the 40 percent range, though the
RZ dips to .285 for the young PSID women. Moreover, the results are fairly
consistent across analyses.

In every analysis, the measure of parental socio-economic status is un-
related to family size. However, whites consistently have smaller families
than blacks.l Better educated women also tend to have smaller families,
although this association 1s not statistically significant aﬁong black women
and only borders on significance among older womem+” Among young women and white
women the effect 1s substantial. The effecéaof aducation here is, of course,
over ana above the effect of age at first bifth itself. This suggests that an
. early birth has an indirect effect on.family size thgough its negative effect
on education, in addition to its direct effecc.2

-Having é farm background is consistently unrelated to family size; however
being from the South tends to be associated with lower fertility among whites,
net of other factors. Coming from a large family also predicts to having a

relatively large family, at least among whites. Number of siblings exerts

a weak influence on the family size of the young NLS women, but not the PSID

1.~ Although the mean family size of black and white women in the PSID
sample is virtually the same, there is a significant race coefficient in the
family size regression denoting smaller family sizes for whites. This is due
to the age distribution of PSID women. The black sample contains a higher
proportion of young women than the white sample does, and young women are, of
course, less likely to have completed childbearing. When respondent age is
statistically controlled, the coefficient«for race becomes significant.

2. This hypothesis is  explicitly tested with path analytic techniques
in Hofferth and Moore, 1978.



voung women. 1t (g primarily among the women over age 35 that the woman ' iooown
family size is assoclated with a larger tamily ot procreation,

The ifmpact of retigion on fertility is an Intercsting {ssue, one that
cannot be approached using the NL5 data. tHowever, the PSID data include measures

at both religiosity as measured by church attendance and of religious at-
tiliation. The trequency ot church attendance {s consistently unrelated to family
size among all of the PSID sub-groups, presumably because faEihfulncss does not
{mply adherence to any particular norm regarding family size. However, white
women who ldentify themselves as Catholic tend to ﬁhve larger families, a trend

most notable among older women., This is in line with other evidence documenting

-
a recent convergence in the contraceptive practices of Catholics and non-

4

Catholics (Westoff and Jers, 1977).

A

Also in line with evidence documenting dramatic declines in the fertility

- .
S

of American women during recent years is the significant coeffi;ient for the
age of the woman in every sub-group analyzed. Even in the regressions conducted
;among women stratified on the basis of their age, there is still an impact

%i()f ag; cohort. The age cohort coefficient is considera?ly larggr for young

; women compared to older women, but approximately edual for blacks and whites,

Two other variables were only available gor inclgsion in analyses on one
of the data sets. Whether the respondent héd even been divorced could be
determined with a fair degree of accuracy for NLS women. It was expected that
women exposed to a period of non-marriage would have lower fertility; however,
no statistical support for this hypothesis was found.

Another variable, included only in the PSID interview, measures whether
women worked'during the early'years of their marriage. As the first column of
Table 9 shows, this variable has a significant impact on family size. Hdweve,,
when age at first birth and age at first marriage are also entered into thf

equation, it becomes clear that employment early in marriage is strongly

38
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correlated to the age at which a woman mavrte: or bears her tirat child, When
these varfables are funcluded in the vegresalon, cmplovment carly In marriage

has wo turther {mpact on tamily afze, with one exception,  Ax noted, when black

n were analyvezed separately (see table 11), those black women who hiad been

cmploved early in thelr marrfages were tound to have tamf{lies smaller by nearly on

chilN,  This fs particularly signiticant fn view of the fact that so tew predfcetor:

size of black women were tound to be signiticant (only education,

to the €4

age at first birth\nd whether the woman worked early in marriage). Perhapn
that minority of black women not finding it essential work after marriage tend
to have particularly large gumilicu.

In the NLS analysis, premarital timing of the first birth did not have a
gignificant association with fertility by age 24. However, women having either
a premarital or ambiguodsly timed first birth (before or in the same year as the
marriage) had slightl; larger families by the age of 24. PSID analyses, on the
other hand, indicate that a premarital first birth is associated with significantly
lower subsequent fertility. The effect is small and non-significant among the
younger women in Table 10; but it ié substantial, if non-significant, among the
older women. It is possible ;hat the impact of a premarital birth has changed
over time; however, unavoidgble coding inaccuracies may also have undermined the
accuracy of these measured. It does not seem though; that the Segree of inacénracy
is sufficient to account for the dramatic difference in the explanétory power of

the age at first birth coefficient rejative to the premarital timing variable.

cannot rule out timing of the first birth as a potentially

With our data,

important variable, particularly when other research suggests that it does

affect subsequent ferti%ity (Bumpass et al., 1978)., However, the relative im-
portance of timing versus age at first birth in these analyseg does gseem clear.
Age at first childbirth seems to be a critical determinant of fertility, while

age at marriage and premarital timing seém_to be far less important determinants.

-

i
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUS TOMNS

women who fnftiate Chgldbeartnog aarly have sany tecnnd vears lett tor
additional childbeartng. 1o addition, the low \nn(:.u'*ivu cllact fvenens
Character tatic ol most teenagy mothers may contribute to subdequent unplbanned
hirth:a., Moreover, carly motherhoamt may radtrict thear awatenans ol alterna-
Lives to turthaer childbearing. To the extent that an ecavly bicth interteres
with her education, the young mother haus vestrictgd the range ot appottunities
available to her to relatively unattractive and pooriy pald jobs.  Thig may
lead her tu center her energivs on motherhood. Fer these reasons, teenage
mothers were hypothesiced to have higher tertility than women who initiated
crhildbearing at a later age.

Analyses provide strong support tor an association between an carly first
birth and higher subsequent fertility. Among young mothers at age 4, those
who were 15 or younger at thoit first birth have an average ot 1.25 more chil-
cren than women who initiated childbearing at age 21 to 23. With families of
two to three children on the average, these young families are exposed cd ser-
ious financial and emotional strains at a time when many young persons are
just establishing careers and families. Furthermore, the head start thesge
teenage mothers have in family building does not seem to diminish over time.
Among a different sample of women aged 35 to 52, mothers aged 15 or younger
at their first birth have an average of 3 children more than women who were
at least 24 when they became mothers, even when the effects of numerous social
and demographic factors are statistically cont£;lled. women whose first child
was born when they were 16 or 17 have an average of 2.7 more children than

women who delayed childbearing to age 24, net of other factors. Overall, a-

mong women 35 to 52, those mothers who had their first child at age 17 or
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younger have an average of more than five children each.

Previous work has addressed age at first mafriage as a determinant of |

subsequent childbearing. Given trends toward eremarital sex along with delays

5in childbearing-aftér marriage, it was hypothesized that age at first child-
birth would be a better predictor of fertility than age;at’fz??i marriage. In
fact, the magnitude and statistical significance of age at firet birth by far
exceeds that of age at first marriage in these enalyses. 'Moreover, in multivariate
enaiyses, a premarital first pregnancy or birth Qas net found to have a strong or
consistent effect on fertility.- In general,‘family size was found to be smaller‘

- among white'women, better educated women, non-Catholiés, and women from more recent

birth cohorts. Southern white women were found to have smaller families;

however farm bacﬁéround was not found to affect fertility. Black women who worked

eaxly in‘marriege had smaller families than those who were not employed; how-

-

ev employment early in marriage did not affect the fertility of white women

once age at first birth and age at marriage were considered. Older women a?d $\\\\\

white women from larger families tended to have larger families themselves.

. : -
Socioeconomic background and the frequency of church attendance were not found

to affect fertility.

‘Although teenage mothers seem to have considerably larger families than
women who delay'childbearihg into. their twenties, some evidence was found to

suggest that the pattern of childspacing does not vary according to age at S -

¢

first chlldblrth when teenage mothers are compared with other women at the

-

same)parity., In general, mothers tend to space births two to three years

apart, regardless of their age at first childbirth.
<y

In sum, initiation of parzenthood during the teen years seems to be.

associated with considerably larger families later tn life. Given the high
. | , :
cost of rearing children to adulthood,@teenage mothers face heavy economic

[ o 4 . -
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\ gr
demands.over a long period of timél Thg limited earning ability of parents who
Qave often not”themselves completed high school or established themselves iﬁ

a job makes poverty a likely outcome. Thus, whatever difficulties the child

of a teenager faces as it begins life, it appears €hat those difficulties are

likely to be shared, and probably compounded, by'the arrival of severa}l sib=-
N N

&

i

lings. =~ | v

™
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Independent Variables
Number of Children

Age at First Birth
<1is.

———

T16- 17
18
19-20

21-23

Age at First Marriage
. <15

T16-

18

19-
21~

>26

‘-Premarital Timing

~ Premarital -or Amb{guoua Timing

Education

- Number of Siblings

Parental Sociéeconohtp Status

Age in 196

South

Farm Background

Race .

ERIC
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17

20
23

P

- Timing of first birth relativo to - ;
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Appendix Table 1: Means and Standard Deviations for all Variables

Used in Analysis of Number of Children by Age 24
(Naticnal Longitudinal Survey): :

Definitions g Mean
Number of own children living ©1.808

with respondent
Respondent's age at first birth, -

in years . -.042
’ . .147

.157

.347

Respondent's age at first .
marriage, in years . . Lo : .ggg

A ' - N - .027-

Timing of first birth relative to
first marriage (l#before or in siime year) e
Number of years of sthooling respondent . 11.758
has completad v ’

first marriage (iCbcfore marriage) .

Number of respondent’'s siblings 3.163
A 3-variable index: occupation of head of '9\974.
household_ﬂhen respondont 14, mother's
educatior, father's education. Stap~ .
dardized go have a mean of 10 and a
astandard deviation of 3.a= .774. *

Respondent's age in yéhri in 1968 " 22.038

Respondent's regifon of residence in 1968 .338

Farm residence at age 14 ; . 145

Respondent' s race: whites and-blacks only .369

Stand.
Devia

.20
.3:
.34

24

1.9
2.3

2.2¢



Appendix Table 2: Variables, Definitions, Means and Standard
Deviations for Family Size Analyses

<
N (Panel Study of Income Dynamics)
(.
Totel Sample ) Whites - Blacks
- Standerd 5 Standard Mesa Scandard
Independent Varisblaes ’ Definitions Mean Davtiation Mean Deviastion Daviation
" Bumbar of Children Famber of Children Raised by Respoudent 3,013 1.7% . 3.042 1.720 2,985 1,942
" Ags et Firet Birth Raspondeat’s Age at the Birch of Her ’
’ First Child: Oummy Veriablss 3 -
<15 (1 = Yes) .016 127 . 013 111 s, .038 .191
16-17 .120 . L3246 ‘ .115 ... 319 L1484 .352
18 o : X .075 .264 .072 .259 .093 .290 \
* 19-20 ) . .236 425 .242 .428 .202 L4020 0
21-23 .261 .439 ‘ .287 0452 . 117 . .322 -
224 . : 292 455 272 'OnkeS . 407 . 492
Age st First Marriage " Respondent’s Age et Firet Marriege:
) Dusssy “Verisbles (1 = Yes) . .
9 <13 - - . Lo : . .037. .188 ' .037 . .190 .032 S W177
16-17 ’ : ' " .200 .40Q - .208 - . 406 .156 .363
18 - 147 .354 . .158 . )65 : 077 . 266
19-20 : = : .269 11 .284 L4521 .180 . 385
21-23 \ .251 434 224 417 412 . 493
. 224 i ) .096 «295 R .088 .283 164 .352
vt B : - ’ . . .
Age in 1976 ) ‘. Raspoddenc's Age in 1976.\Nun 37.597 '/—/‘J.wz 37.685 7.499 34113 6,831
Early Job ' , Whathar Kaspondent employed in Early " . ! ' ’
) Yaars of Marriags (1 = Employed) ‘ .678 467 .872 470 .722 . 449
. gducation < 12 years , Respondent’e Education in Yesre in 276 ©eAT .269 . bbb a1 464
= 12 years 1976: - Dwxmy Variables (1 = Yes) 493 .500 479 . 500 SN . . 496
> 12 years .231 CWe22 .252 L4634 118 »323
Farm Background : Respondent was ‘askad, “Where Did You ) !
. Grov Up?” (1 = Farm) 221 - LAl4 ! 227 . 419 «185 .389
“ . . Y . . . -
Nusber of Siblings . Nusbar of Respondent’s Siblings 3.859 2.391 3.501 2.251 5.703 2.239 ¢
. ' . ’ . .
Parsatal Sod.q-!couaic Stacus An {adex composed of thrass variables— 10,380 2.280 77 10.490 2.330 9.725 1.824
. occupstioca of head of housahold vhen
respocdent vas fourtsem, mother's
educacion and father's education-- . . - 3 . Lt g
standardized to have & sems of ten . R
. and a acandard davietion of thraes.
- i .
Race Bace of laspondsat (1 = White, 1,153 .360 1.000 ) 1.000
: 0 = Black) The small number of ' : '
] non~white/non-blacks are axcluded
\ from ths nl.lylu&
Raligica tL Rlespadent’s Raligion (1 « Catholic, . .278 448 .320 467 . 046 .210
’ : 0 = Other) :
Religiceity Scale Raspondent vas asked, "Hov Often Do 2,331 1,282 2,419 1.256 1.871 1.059
You Go to Church?” (1 = Most . )
) “ Trequear ) ’
Southarn luk;mmd . Raspondent vas asked, "hers Did You : - . i
Grow up?' (1 = South) .326 469 J244 .429 . 785 ’O 411
. Timing of Firet Birth: Timing of First Birth Relacive to Pirst  .060 . .238 .03s. .184 - - .208 3 .406
Premarital Marriage .(1 = Premarital) ’ ) QM:
. o/ N ’
= /
£ N
e |
O ) -
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